Mutianus Rufus and Natural Religion:
A Test Case HE relationship between classical philosophy and -X Christian piety in the thought of Renaissance humanists poses certain questions that are answered periodically but which perennially recur. In part, this may be because these questions arise out of issues that go beyond the historian's craft to the most fundamental choices facing the human understanding. In part too, the enormous complexity of humanist expression makes interpretation difficult and allows the currents of historical sensibility to manifest themselves in analysis.
In the text that follows, I will seek to give examples which indicate to me that the currently general understanding of humanist piety may have led to incorrect conclusions about the stature and clarity of thought of one figure in particular, the German humanist Mutianus Rufus. It seems to me unarguable that the greater appreciation of the difficult, ambiguous, and often idiosyncratic character of humanistic writings is a genuine triumph of modern historical scholarship. Such contributions as Charles Trinkaus' resolution of the question of Valla's 'Epicureanism' by an examination of the role played by the 'Epicurean' portions of the text in the larger argument of the whole work1 are unambiguously fine and emulable. The implicit rule of such investigations, namely that one can only try to elicit from the structure and content of the author's entire opus what his view of the limits of piety were, and that one may only seek to represent clearly his own understanding of himself (rather than 'History's' or one's own), may be reasonably taken as correct. The spirit of impartiality and tolerance which seeks to trace sympathetically the outlines of an individual's often complicated and contradictory thought is surely that of good scholarship.
Yet it would be a misconception of that spirit to recoil in distaste from [ 567 ] This content downloaded from 138.28.96.31 on Sat, 09 Feb 2019 02:37:31 UTC All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms the possibility that individual humanists existed who thoug and sensitively about the attempt to synthesize classical philos Christ's revelation, and not only came to the conclusion tha not be done, but also to the view that the former was a prefe to the good life. If there were such men, it does their memory n to think of them as essentially pious but thoroughly confuse at least examining the possibility that what we see as confusio result of insufficiently careful and sympathetic attention to a de difficult style of expression. Thus, it would seem to me a mis of the spirit of good scholarship to apply the criteria of cont difference of audience, and rhetorical and ironic tone to a fi as Trinkaus' Valla, but to refuse to apply them to a figure su tianus.
It is all the more important to apply such criteria wherever pear to be relevant, in the light of the valuable work done in the decades by D. P. Walker and others in the field of esoteric w symbolism in the Renaissance.2 They have taught us once m great and valuable lesson not to expect that everything in a text will be explicit and immediately clear. One of the most n observations is, I believe, Walker's remark that the Platonic with their counsel to concealment, were in great favor among fi century humanists.3 Yet it would take at least another essay why the attention devoted to esoteric writing and symbolis Renaissance has not yet caused the question of humanist pie raised afresh. Let it suffice for the moment to note that mo study has been in the field of Neoplatonic thought, which sh Christian theology, historically, ontologically, and in the mo pressing its tenets, a revelatory, poetic, and allegorical chara consequence, the alternative of a non-Neoplatonic, prosaic, mately political esotericism has not been sufficiently explored in Thus, the example of Mutianus Rufus may perhaps not be teresting as a study in piety or heresy, but rather as a study in th existence of a non-Neoplatonic esotericism. Yet, despite this tent of his views cannot be separated from judgmen put them in. And though I am fully aware that arrived at, if at all, through the multiplication o the compass of this article,4 I hope it will be non open up at least the twin question of esoteric fo looking at some of Mutianus' letters. Mutianus Rufus is a good test case for the exis prudential writing. His letters teem with references tious expression of high truths5 and he refused to p ing his lifetime.6
Mutianus' desire for obscurity was central to hi fared well at the hands of modern historians. Retur studies which had brought him into contact with liberately settled into the anonymity of a canonr turn of the sixteenth century. What little mark he from his influence on bright young students at the whom he invited out to his retreat, named Bles good companionship and deep talk about the n lished nothing during his lifetime but was said book on rhetoric which he entrusted to Melanc former suppressed it because it treated the Gree Mutianus supported Reuchlin quietly, but chas dence. Mutianus is no longer thought to have h writing the Letters of Obscure Men9 but is still spiritual paternity through his influence on Crotus was initially cautiously favorable to Luther but him. Consequently he lost almost all his disciples the new learning to the newer piety. The peasant tion of his canonry embittered him. In the last y ceived the theory that the Reformation was actua plot. He failed to persuade the Elector Frederick of this.11 Mut died in poverty in 1526.
Seen in this somewhat harsh light, he lived at best a life of wasted tential. All that keeps him in posterity's mind, besides his contempor reputation, is the collection of letters saved by his correspondent were salvaged by that industrious disciple and scholar Joachim C arius.12 The bulk of the surviving correspondence consists of the furt Codex of letters to Mutianus' closest friend, Heinrich Urban ard of the Georgenthal monastery in Erfurt.13 Urban was a man Mutianus often praised for prudence but who is not known to hav of any literary distinction.14 These letters have not lifted Mutianus either to esteem or noto in the historical imagination. Many are prosaic, dealing with bus intrigue, gossip, and requests for a supply of butter. Others abo literary allusion or banal moralizing. Still others develop theolog philosophical arguments in elliptical and perplexing ways. Some l do all three. The letters contradict each other and sometimes ind letters contain gross contradictions on elementary matters. Out relatively unpromising material a few dicta have piqued the curio historians. For instance Jean Seznec has noted Mutianus' revelatio 'there is one god and one goddess' as evidence of the mortal gri platonic imagery had on Christian humanists.15
Remarks like that, however cryptic, beg for explanation. Mart ther did not have much difficulty, being unencumbered by any tance to diagnose heresy. Luther remembered Mutianus as an at who had left behind a book of godless writings since he was too ened to publish them while alive. According to Luther, Mutian one of a sodality of Epicureans that included Erasmus and Crotus 11 Gillert, Der Briefwechsel, pt. nI, pp. 306-309. 12 Joachim Camerarius, ed., Libellus Tertius Epistulae E. Hessi et al. (Leipzig, 1561 Libellus Novus (Leipzig, 1568). 13 This collection is now in the library of the University of Frankfurt-am-Main and Krause, the two modem editors of the correspondence, disagree on whe manuscript is Urban's copy of the originals or a still later copy. Gillert, who cla the copy is Urban's own, seems to have the documentary evidence of other wri Urban's hand and thus the better of the argument. 14 Mutianus an 'almost schizophrenic' inability to reconcil ical and theological views 'so that he was reduced to in ever, like Kampschulte's Mutianus, Spitz's is essentiall he traveled to the 'thin edge of historic Christianity,'19 ventured very far beyond the shelter' of the faith taught by the Brethren of the Common Life.20 Though Luther's judgment is perhaps equal to the m its contempt for Mutianus, the two differ in essential diagnosed atheism, modern scholars discern vague but Where modern scholars see only subjective confusion, prudence and concealment. It is thus of great importan Mutianus' case there is the possible existence of a kind writing which seem self-contradictory to the straight reader but contains a consistent, though somewhat con Perhaps Mutianus' fear of publication and the apparent the letters stem from the same source: prudence.
The importance of the question transcends the particu tianus. For, despite the sophistication and care taken in tion of obviously allegorical or symbolic writing in t lack of familiarity with non-symbolic esoteric writing expectation of a modem kind of straightforwardness Leo Strauss is the scholar to whom we owe most of our knowle the traditions of philosophical esoteric writing. He speaks of 'an type of writers' who ... believed that the gulf separating 'the wise' and 'the vulgar' was a basic fact man nature which could not be influenced by any progress of popular educ philosophy, or science, was essentially a privilege of 'the few.' They were con that philosophy as such was suspect to, and hated by, the majority of men. Even had nothing to fear from any particular quarter, those who started from that a tion would have been driven to the conclusion that public communications philosophic or scientific truth were impossible or undesirable not only for the t ing but for all times. They must conceal their opinions from all but philosopher by limiting themselves to oral instruction of a carefully selected group of pupil writing about the most important subject by means of 'brief indication. '23 Strauss understands the origins of this kind of writing to be So philosophy. Socrates was the founder of political philosophy, 'the who called philosophy down from the heavens.' Like all philosop his goal was knowledge of the whole. However, he devised an app which took the human things seriously and did not reduce them divine or natural things.24 Socrates started from common opinio asked the question what something is. The world of common op precisely by being taken seriously, reveals itself as self-contradictory points beyond itself to wisdom. But the world of opinion does pr for itself and its inhabitants a comprehensive view of the whole. is thus a tension between the views of men and the wisdom of p ophy. For, as Plato indicated in the Republic, the only place the For that is the proper gift of friendship that admonition should be free and mu the like which will pertain to this sentence. Because if we write to a tyrant, a king another powerful one whose ears admit utterly no reprehension, him we repreh praising falsely. For when we speak of many virtues in him, from which he is alien, when also we execrate in others some abominable vice from which we sa he is immune, silently we admonish the perceptive one what he ought to chang to follow. I surmise that those praises of princes were devised by the same plan 51 Desiderius Erasmus, De Ratione Conscribendis Epistolis (Amsterdam, 1670), p 351. 'Id enim proprium amicitiae munus, ut libera fit admonitio ac mutua & sim quae ad hanc sententiam pertinebunt. Quod si Tyranno, Regi, aut aliqui potenti mus, cujus aures nullam omnino sint reprehensionem admissurae, eum falso lau reprehendemus. Quum enim multas in eo virtutes praedicamus, a quibus est alien quum item in allis quaedam abominanda exsecramur vitia, a quibus illum immun dicimus, tacite admonemus agnoscentem, quid mutare, quid sequi debeat. Hoc eq consilio laudationes illas Principum repertas fuisse auguror, ut sub laudis specie vitiorum sine offensa, sine pudore, admonerentur.' ventional sentiment might well be attempts to win ove or to placate censorious superiors or colleagues.
Erasmus and Vives developed general epistolary r who published other works and did not necessarily secret teaching to be kept from the vulgar. They b minously. If one adds to their general prudential ru letters going astray, his unwillingness to publish in his pared himself to Socrates andJesus in that respect),52 a oped teaching of the political reasons for philosoph has good reason for looking at all of Mutianus' lett eye.
Two other reasons may also be added. Alexander Kojeve, the great Hegelian, emphasizes the love of ingenious play as a motive for esoteric writing.53 Mutianus explicitly avows his love of elegant play andjokes.54 Below we shall see Mutianus excuse blasphemy by saying that he was only playing freely with a friend. The second reason lies in the particular relationship between Mutianus and Urban.
When Mutianus compares himself to Socrates and Jesus he points out that though they did not publish their disciples kept their thought alive.
If anyone was to serve that function for Mutianus it was Urban. Urban saved many of Mutianus' letters including those which Mutianus explicitly asked to have destroyed. This indicates first that Urban thought these letters should survive and give posterity some idea of Mutianus' thought. Second, it shows that Mutianus knew that his letters to Urban were usually saved since he felt it necessary to ask Urban specially to destroy particularly compromising ones. Thus Mutianus can be assumed to have known he was not only writing for a contemporary audience. Urban was Mutianus' closest friend. Yet the friendship developed in intimacy as it developed intellectually. We shall examine here two examples of that development. First we shall inspect the formal letter of introduction in which Mutianus establishes the ground rules for a philosophical friendship. Then we shall look at one of the key letters in the correspondence in which Mutianus imparts a mysterious teaching about the nature of Being. In these letters we shall catch a glimpse of a philosophic education in progress. Erasmus in the cited passage spoke of 52 Urban, most memorably gifted with the urbanity of Demosthe Plautus, Cicero.'56 We shall come across the reference to urbanity more at the letter's end. Here it strikes the keynote of eloquen wit. The letter opens with small talk about the weather garnishe a relevant citation from the Georgics. Mutianus then speaks of their mon friend Georg Spalatin. Mutinus uses Spalatin as the means the subject from the most general things to the real issue, relati tween Urban and himself I decided to begin a friendship with your monastery through Spalatin that he m like a mediator between us like Christ between God and man. Because, as the ophers teach, extremes cannot be joined without a medium.57
Mutianus apparently desires a friendship with the whole Georg monastery and not Urban. Yet he continues:
But you may say: we magnify your benevolence, Mutianus. For you will be u well as an ornament to us if you wish to imitate your two brothers the cook a chancellor. Dearest, Urban, I beseech you to drop that opinion of me. My pla thing, the practice of my brothers another. They served kings and courts, glo wealth and gained a great name among the unlearned. They are therefore n blamed, rather praised, because the one wished to get an honest patrimony The religious references that follow add to the gen Yet they also raise disturbing questions. Is the true something that ordinary Christians would consider tianus comparing himself here to Christ as a 'master of secrets?
The passage containing the references to Christ, Paul, and Theodotus has another function. After establishing the central point of the argument, namely that the irreligious can be the mysterious truth, Mutianus, now buries it in pious examples. He also minimizes the irreligiosity by speaking of the 'slight stain of great sin.' Certainly it is hard to believe that anything was said which was as fundamentally irreligious as the assertion that the irreligious is the high truth.
The argument takes another turn at this point. Mutianus claims that he follows the Psalmist's precept to hide speech lest one sin against the speaker. In this case of course Urban has said nothing. The only speech that would be practically harmful in this situation would be Urban's denunciation of Mutianus for impiety. Thus the appeal to the Psalmist's authority is better read as an appeal to Urban to guard Mutianus' speech in his heart. The example of Theodotus bears this out. Mutianus has just revealed something about the nature of mysteries to Urban (namely that they may appear as blasphemies), and thus stands in danger of punishment. If Urban denounced him as impious he would be pu and justly too in that he then would have entrusted his teaching wrong ears. Yet the reference to Theodotus also warns Urban t silent. Mutianus admonishes Urban directly with the reference 'Let it therefore not be that we enunciate . . .' These direct app Urban have the effect of defining the nature of the friendship Mut wants. He and Urban will enjoy the knowledge of secret tea which are held irreligious by the many. This in turn gives subst the requirements of otherworldliness and contempt for glory th tianus had demanded earlier. Then the requirements seemed mor and banal. Now they appear as the necessary conditions for a lif pursuing truths that can never find popular favor.
Just as the passage justifies the earlier, abstractly stated preferenc the contemplative life, this passage concretely justifies esoteric w while discussing it in a dogmatic, assertive way. Mutianus gives plicit reasons for esoteric writing except the fine pearllike nature of doctrines. What they are he does not say except to indicate th may be irreligious. Yet this passage is itself written to be read little care. Thus it reveals a test for the friendship more important the one explicitly stated. The real test for Urban is not whether base and worldly or high and spiritual but whether or not he ca carefully.
Mutianus takes care to cover himself at all points. A careless would not see that the apology is bogus in regard to blasphemy only in regard to prudence. Thus he would miss the central teac the letter and would have to content himself with the high-so platitudes of the appeal for probity in the first part of the letter. I is careful but unsympathetic he will not be able to prove anythin tianus makes sure of this by inserting the claim that the letter was posed hastily. That claim, if correct, would refute any reading like this one, discerns careful composition. However, it is under by the arrangement of the whole letter and notably mocked by t clusion of the letter in which it itself appears.
By suggesting that he bears more blame for not thanking Urb the gift Mutianus raises the obvious question: more blame than The only thing he has assumed blame for in this letter is impru Thus Mutianus completes the tactic of minimization by makin original charge of impiety disappear completely. The greater s social peccadillo, the lesser is imprudence. Then, like a coda in key, Mutianus repeats the theme of confession a tion. Here the tone is even more obviously elegan fore where, though the confession was false, it truthful confession of great seriousness. It is thu letter end with a reference to urbanity which m rility and austerity. Thus urbanity seems here to eration itself
We have followed the letter as it proceeded from the most general subjects to the most intimate by graded steps. Mutianus moved from the weather to friendship with the monastery, to friendship with Urban, to a moral and finally an intellectual definition of friendship. The final references to urbanity as a mediating virtue lead the reader back to the letter's beginning. First, they recall the pun in the salutation. Urbanity then was empty of content. Now it has come to mean the kind of moderating playfulness that makes such a philosophic friendship possible, a quality of joking about the things the pious hold sacred but staying within bounds. Second, the sentence recalls the reference to Spalatin mediating between Urban and Mutianus as Christ does between God and man. It is clear from the letter that being 'at one' is crucial to the friendship and that it does not need any external mediator like Spalatin to prosper. Or rather, Spalatin's Christ-like mediation is replaced by the mediating virtue of urbanity. These references to the beginning are just obtrusive enough to give the lie to the claim that the letter was written without care. However, a careful and unsympathetic reader would not be able to denounce Mutianus in the face of this disclaimer of intention.
While the previous letter speaks of mysteries but tells the reader little about them, the following letter deigns to impart one. But the real mystery that is imparted is not the same as the one apparently taught.
To Heinrich Urban, a Brahmin Cistercian, by reasons, his patron in the retreats of the Valley.
We admire two things in divine Bernard, celebrated author of the monastic life: that he was an autodidact and that he bore inflicted injury patiently. For althoughJerome the Stridonian in the prologue of the ancient mystery testifies that no one is perfect without teaching, nevertheless Pliny proves that Mamilius, a senator noble in the greatest disciplines, was not taught, also that the sculptor Syllanion and Epicurus the philosopher were their own masters. Also that polymath Aurelius Augustinus says in the fourth book of the Confessions 'I read and understood by myself the Aristotelean predicates.' Thus [is] our Bernard, without doubt a man of the first name among the holiest whose family today extends widely, an observer of the heavens, so learned by assiduous reading and acumen of talent that he is called mellifluous by his own. At this point a change takes place in the letter's tone and d Mutianus ends his public speech to the monks and begins to Urban. The tone is no longer as exalted and the argument u shift. It appears now that humility is not the only divine qu Mutianus speaks of giving glory to God. For the moment thi merely a rhetorical device in praise of human humility but th the gloriousness of divinity is one that will flower later wi results.
Mutianus begins a philosophy lesson in speaking to Urban. The monks, apparently despite Bernard's example, are worldly. Living properly means living by the example of the ancients according to the spirit and not the flesh. The distinction between spirit and flesh is another that will prove important later in the letter, but is only imparted to Urban and not his fellow monks. Mutianus then reveals that there is an inner natural moral law which makes it possible for men to be participants in celestial things. Mutianus seems to forget the crucifixion in this passage and the need to imitate Christ's suffering since following the inner law seems to suffice. In fact the imagery indicates the shift from moral example to intellectual education that has taken place. God is the highest teacher who presents a lucid precept that illuminates the eyes of the mind.
Mutianus is in fact here restating an understanding of the eucharist previously imparted. 64 There he argued that living well is the true eucharist but that the theologians who believe that the ritual itself contains something sacramental are in error. 65 Though there is obviously a difference and perhaps e tween the praise of Christians' self-denial and this un tially ethical teaching which identifies Christianity w ture there is nothing unusual or shocking about it, taken is perhaps something a little surprising in the reference tianus certainly follows a well-known tradition in con universalism to Jewish particularism, but it now app something archetypally universal in classical paganis festival of equality.
It also appears in retrospect that the contrast betwee Roman laws and the natural law is also a contrast betw universal law. Thus the remark about the 'mystic obla Palestine and concealing by its bread and wine the tru of the sacrament seems to point to a kind ofJewish n conventional understanding of Christianity itself. The Christianity commonly understood and the natural ceptible but faint.
At this point, however, Mutianus returns to the sub fixion which he raised originally in honor of the seas mactic example of Christian humility. Now he turns ing the Jewish teaching that denies the resurrection Moslem teaching which denies the reality of the cruc that a double was crucified instead turns out not to b The second point of interest about the examples is that they appropriate. In the case of the crucifixion Christ was visible on th but apparently not really there in His Being. In the examples is invisible through silence though he is really there. The inapp ness reveals an underlying point of emphasis, however. Muti the examples to inculcate the doctrine that body is wholly ill spirit alone real. He abstracts completely from the possibilit Word made flesh, from the possibility, in short, of God's Son on the servile body to assume a servile punishment.
We thus have here a flat contradiction between the first pa letter with its oration urging the monks to imitate Christ and th teaching to Urban which shows that Christ did not do that w monks are urged to imitate. The original subject of this and the previous letters in the s the praise of the peculiar virtues of the monastic life. Those a be the opportunities afforded the contemplative life and, mo tantly, the moral discipline which makes men gentle and humb morality is inculcated by the example of Christ, not by Socra tic or vulgar threats of divine punishment. An appeal to imita requires two conditions to be effective. The original, imitab must be known actually to have happened and it must be po men to imitate it. Mutianus' 'Docetist' teaching on the crucif nies both conditions. 66 Ibid., pp. 53ff.
The path to this contradiction was the gradual r creasingly universalist, apparently Neoplatonic teac nature of religion. By erudition and apparently err subject to subject this winding path effectively con ference between its start and finish. But the Neop spirit and flesh and of man the lesser cosmos has a well. We have already noted the tensions between C tianus' natural religion. With the addition of its 'Do argument strikes at the Christian understanding of fixion gains its cosmic significance from the under fundamentally imperfect. Only then does the love expressed in the sacrifice of His Son appear in its f absolute necessity. Divine intervention is only nec capable of dealing with evil himself There, as both Kierkegaard68 demonstrate, Christianity directly o losophy. Augustine criticizes Plato, who thought tha and could be controlled by the rational soul. In fact in the soul itself and thus cannot be corrected by t gustine understands sin precisely as a lack, an inab self. Mutianus' 'Docetism' withdraws from man th vine grace to remedy his necessary flaw since God out of love for mankind.
If Mutianus only denied the reality of divinity body and sins on its shoulders, he would have had that tormented Luther: how can it be required of unfulfillable law before which he is always condem teaching Urban the doctrine of man as the lesser c moves the problem. If man contains God within h come a participant in celestial matters by obeying t there is no need for divine grace to rescue man.
The doctrine of an immanent godhead need not de grace. Meister Eckhart argues that the inner godh outward to the transcended godhead to achieve sa contemplates itself inwardly it is no godhead b is far from such mystical paradoxes here. Eth cient for perfection in this letter. Seeing wit enough for the salvation of men whether they revelation or not.
If the effect of the revelation of the natural la the reality of spirit have as their effect the over as inculcated by example it would follow that the 'Docetism' that Mutianus so prominently poin sequences. It is thus worth noting that there tion between the teaching of man in microco within him, and the 'Docetist' teaching which divine from the human. Both doctrines, howe end in that both deny the view that man's state in want of transcendental correction. One teac posed disease, the other attacks the supposed c
Ultimately a choice has to be made between tween the stories of the death of the blame-as told in the Phaedo of the death of the blame platonic and 'Docetist' teachings are the mean that they destroy the possibility of the Christ Why, however, does Mutianus choose to clo Leaving aside considerations of personal prude speech to the monks that monastic morality, t hood, is a good thing in the world. It serves and fanaticism of the vulgar, the lucernarii ca though, it can only be maintained if its basis thus be presented dogmatically in a tone o moral uplift. Only the potentially rational It is first necessary to comprehend the force of t maintain it one must assert that Mutianus seriously secret that Christ had not and could not have assume suffered a servile punishment, some two pages afte said that Christ had indeed assumed a servile body an punishment. We are to assume that this error was made erudite man, well versed in late classical disputes bet pagans70 who claimed in addition to have read all o
Were there no evidence on the other side such an still seem somewhat carefree. Yet there is much evi it. First, it is a sensible rule that a man who speaks of with enigmas and fables is more likely to be conce writing than someone who has never heard of the p the difference between the style and the address of th letter clearly shows that the first is directed in a pu ence of monks, the second, containing the Neoplat teachings, is directed to Urban alone. Thus contrad between the two sections quite rationally may be at ences in audience, especially in an author who is as c tinction between the vulgar and the rational as Mut
The third and most powerful piece of evidence ag an inadvertent contradiction lies in the beginning o monks. Mutianus insists that the story of the cruci ample. Indeed, his excuse for speaking of the monast suffering of these days.' In his speech Mutianus poi moral consequences of imitating Christ, culminatin the crucifixion. Thus it is quite incredible that Mutianu fit of total amnesia about the possible moral conse teaching.
A final indication of the letter's argument can be found in the con- cluding apology. Since Mutianus has never wavered in his explici tification of the universal natural law with Christianity why d have to apologize at all? The apology itself is strange. Mutianus s the retreat lest he seduce Urban from the academy and the Ch portico to the impious way which vexes 'us philosophers.' The p 'academy and Christian portico' contains clear references to Pla and Stoicism. How then can there be a distinction between the ac and Christian portico and the path of the philosophers since the ists and Stoics are philosophers too? The very fact that Mutian cludes himself among the impious philosophers in an apology th supposed to protect piety is strange too. The apology has, in fa genuine and a bogus level. It is bogus in that on its own terms, identify philosophy and Christianity, and which use 'spiritually, sophically, christianly' as identical terms, no apology is needed. genuine, though, precisely because the fact that apologies are ne for seducing someone from Christianity to philosophy indicate false and exoteric nature of the easy identification between Chris and philosophy. Christians do not accept the identification and p ophers know that; though convenient, it is ultimately wrong. D that the philosopher will leave the many their 'milky food.' Here the milky food is the Christian teaching of sin taken on Saviour's shoulders. As Augustine makes clear, sin is ultimately a ing of hope since it implies the existence of justice in the world Mutianus believed (discussing the resurrection) that 'it is better from ignorance to knowledge than to hope in the future.'74 New York City FRED E. BAUMANN 
